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EDITORIAL NOTES 


THE FULL LIST of attorneys and counsellors admitted after examinations 
during the last April Term of our Supreme Court appears in our “Miscel- 
lany” in this issue. There are 206 new attorneys listed and 130 new 
counsellors. At a random count we notice that out of the 206 new at- 
torneys at least 114, or more than one-half, bear foreign names. The 
reason is not far to seek. Boys who come over from Poland, Austria 
and contiguous countries, or whose parents did, have the idea that the 
great life in America is the professional life. Some desire to be doctors 


of medicine, but many more look to the law as the proper stepping stone 
for advancement. In this connection we note that Hon. Robert H. Mc- 
Carter of the Essex Bar appeared as representing the State Bar Associa- 
tion on June 28 last, to urge modifications in examination practice. A re- 
port of what he proffered as Chairman of the Committee of the Associa- 
tion to the Supreme Court, may be summarized as follows: 


“He said many men of college education had been denied admission to 
the Bar through the restrictions and that some changes to permit applicants 
of obvious caliber to obtain admission should be considered. The report, 
citing unsatisfactory conditions of Bar Examination in the basement of a 
building in Trenton and limitation of the test to one day recommended a 
two-day session, to be held simultaneously at Newark, Camden and Tren- 
ton or Princeton. A trial of the two-day examination session and a mod- 
ification of the test to conform to that in New York State were advised, 
and that the rule that no applicant should be allowed more than four 
trials to pass the examination should be suspended. 

“Stricter educational requirements were proposed, the report asserting 
growth and changes in law practice accentuated the necessity for a liberal 
education. Requirements recommended included two years of college 
work and a degree from a law school recognized by the American Bar 
Association; or a college degree, or four years of college work, and the 
law school requirements as at present. 

“The Committee also proposed that Committees on Character and Fit- 
hess establish closer supervision of law clerks and of the interest taken in 
their progress by their preceptors in law offices. 
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“Supervision of the fees charged applicants by Bar examiners was 
recommended, with the proposal that decreases, if advisable, be provided. 
A surplus of $82,120 in the examination fund was cited as evidence the 
State was ‘making money out of the effort of young men to be admitted to 
the Bar.’ 

“A proposal for an annual quota of new lawyers was not recom- 
mended at present, the Committee observing ‘there is grave danger that 
such a plan would be deemed undemocratic and designed to prevent many 
deserving and ambitious young men from joining the profession.’ 

“A suggestion was offered that the Court establish a Board of ‘ser- 
geants-at-law,’ consisting of nine recognized practitioners before the higher 
Courts, who would be empowered to control and supervise admissions to 
the Bar. The Board would name three examiners to prepare and grade ex- 
aminations and it could be appealed to by rejected applicants.” 


The matter of the places where examinations are to be had may 
not be so difficult to solve, and so with other features of this report, but the 
alteration of the rule as to four examinations and then no more to be al- 
lowed those who fail to secure an attorney’s license, does not commend it- 
self to us as it has to Mr. McCarter or his committee. There must be 
some point when a halt should be made in reéxaminations, and we cannot 
help feeling that if a bright, studious young man has had a college course 
and proper training in a good law school and then cannot pass a proper 
examination after four trials, the fair inference is that he ought to try some 
other employment than that of the Bar. 





More and more professional men and more and more civilians are be- 
ginning to be interested in the proposals for Calendar Reform. If any of 
our readers care to know the reasons for such Reform, and to learn if what 
is known as a proposed “World Calendar” is the best of those discussed, 
we suggest he secure the June number of the “Journal of Calendar Re- 
form,” published by the World Calendar Association, 485 Madison Ave., 
New York City. It would probably be sent gratuitously upon request. 








The Supreme Court, by an opinion of Mr. Justice Case, in the action 
of the First National Bank of Perth Amboy v. Ira R. Crouse et al., dis- 
posed last month of various defenses and counterclaims of the defendants, 
and held that the note was based upon an illegal agreement to secure the 
nomination and election of former Governor Larson in 1928. The opinion 
called attention to the fact that the note was in excess of the amount that 
might lawfully be spent in aid of the Larson candidacy. Under the law 
a maximum of $50,000 is permitted in a gubernational campaign. Crouse 
was liable for $10,000 of the note and the remaining defendants $5,000 
each. The Court raised the question of whether there was lawful consid- 
eration. Justice Case said as he understood it the bank desired to procure 





a 


















out 
Tea 
ex] 
pla 
of 


in s 
ly n 
ship 
som 
ma je 
look 
ment 
of la 
perni 
befor 
vario 
tures 
were, 
WE ¢: 
previ 
mont! 
busin 
refor: 
likely. 





EDITORIAL NOTES 195 


the nomination of Larson for Governor, “and that it therefore undertook 
to finance the campaign and induced and obtained the signature and in- 
dorsement of Crouse as well as the indorsements of the remaining de- 
fendants as an accommodation to the bank. In other words, the bank was 
primarily and defendant only secondarily, liable.” He said the proofs 
showed that John M. O’Toole, cashier of the bank, knew the purpose was 
to spend the entire loan of $55,000 in aid of the Larson primary election 
and that the cashier also knew Larson had a campaign manager and de- 
pository and that other moneys were being received and dispersed through 
these channels. 





It was announced recently that the Jersey City Council had cut down 
the salaries of its officials generally about 40 per cent., and that the Board 
of Freeholders of Hudson county had followed this example. Mayor 
Hague was abroad at the time. On his return toward the latter end of July 
Mr. Hague at once took steps to have some if not all of these cuts wiped 
out both in the city and county, and also to stop the advertising of sales of 
teal estate where back taxes were long past due. This was to have been 
expected. Where, however, the deficit made by such abandonment of 
plans can be cleared up is not so easy a matter as was a mere statement 
of a desired resuscitation of salaries, etc. 





The expense of the last State Legislative body, which held 39 sessions 
in six months, has been figured at $185,000. Was it worth it? Certain- 
ly not. We need at most a biennial session only, and then real statesman- 
ship. In saying this we are mindful of the fact that some Senators and 
some Assemblymen endeavored to do their full duty, but it is clear the 
majority did not, regardless of the party to which they belonged. In 
looking over the list of bills that became laws up to the time of adjourn- 
ment, any lawyer or intelligent citizen can pick out at least several dozen 
of laws not needed if not positively harmful. The new Barber law is one 
pernicious one. So was the new Beer law in part. Not to mention others 
before we get the full text, it maybe well to call attention to the fact that 
various laws passed were found to have unenforceable or undesirable fea- 
tures in it almost as soon as they were turned in as actual statutes. and 
were, therefore, amended. There are at least thirteen such instances, and 
we cannot recall an equal number of blunders in the statutes of any one 
previous year. What the Legislature will now do when it reconvenes this 
month no one can foresee, but the general public dreads its resumption of 
business. It ought to pass a true Jury Reform bill and the proposition to 
reform the higher Court so as to expedite justice, but neither action is 
likely. 
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Somerset County is a small county compared with some others, but 
it has met with a distinct loss in the untimely death of its Jail Warden. 
Mr. Major is acknowledged to have been unique in the performance of his 
official duties. For 24 years he was every day on his job, taking no va- 
cations, and all the time looking not merely upon the safe incarceration of | 
prisoners but their personal welfare. He never lost a prisoner by escape; | 
he never had one who, on leaving jail, did not call the Warden his per- . 
sonal friend. 















Robberies and kidnapping still go on, with increased columns about 
them in the daily and weekly press. How are they to be stopped? In 







































some States it is proposed to make kidnapping punishable by death, and 
this should act as a deterrant. As to robberies and other high crimes, the 
English laws and practice are ahead of us. Justice is more swift and Ff , 
more certain, and in some instances include the application, once a week ‘ 
or two, of the cat-o-nine tails ; not a bad example. That something must be ti 
done in the several States is admitted; the trouble is just what. One can b 
hardly fancy that at a public dance in Chicago, on July 23rd, 83 guests, 
members of a Golf and Country Club, half of them women, were held up, “ 
or rather down upon the floor, by five gunmen and robbed of $34,000 ‘ 
worth of cash and jewelry. An extreme example, perhaps, but one of L 
many nearly as bad. os 
IN RE NEW YORK & LONG BRANCH R. R. CO . 7 
(Board of Public Utility Commissioners, June 22, 1933) ‘ pa 
Railroad Crossings—Unsafe Bridge on Highway a sh: 
In the matter of the application of the Board of Freeholders of Mid- FF on 
dlesex County for an order requiring the New York & Long Branch R. 
R. Co. to construct a bridge over its right-of-way at a point where the int 
county of Middlesex purposes carrying the Laurence Harbor-Morristown the 
Road as realigned. hig 
Mr. Edmund A. Hayes for Board of Chosen Freeholders of Middle- acc 
sex County. str 
Mr. William A. Barkalow for New York and Long Branch Railroad the 
Company. 







THE BOARD: The original petition alleged that the bridge which 
crosses the right-of-way of the New York and Long Branch Railroad 
Company over a road designated therein as the Laurence Harbor-Morris- 
town Road in Middlesex county is unsafe and inadequate and asked that 
this Board inquire into the facts and circumstances to the end that the 
Board order and direct “said New York and Long Branch Railroad to 
construct a good and sufficient bridge over its right-of-way at the point 
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where the said county of Middlesex purposes carrying the Laurence Har- 


- por-Morristown Road as realigned.” 
- | The petition further alleged that the present bridge which was con- 
his structed in 1903 was not intended to support the present day traffic, and 
onl that the Railroad Company failed and neglected to keep the said bridge 
of in repair, and that “the angle irons and rivets have become rusted and 
pe; | the bridge greatly weakened, so that its use creates a hazard that may result 
aul in damage to the travelling public,” and that “the road is used by trucks 
and other motor vehicles carrying loads ranging from ten to forty tons, and 
by automobiles that are driven at a speed of forty miles an hour and up- 
out a wards,” and that at one end of the said bridge the road joins it at an 
In angle of nearly forty-five degrees; at the other end the angle is not so 
and great, but the vision at both ends of the bridge is obstructed so that the 
the § travelling public have little opportunity to observe the presence of others 
and é approaching from either end of said bridge, and this condition, together int 
eck with the angle at which said bridge is erected, creates a hazard and danger 4 
t be to the travelling public that did not exist at the time of the erection of said ! 4 
can bridge. ; 
ests, Subsequent to the conclusion of the hearing on the original petition, 
| up, while the matter was under consideration by the Board, the petitioner filed 
000 > an amended petition seeking similar relief “at the point where the said 
e of Laurence Harbor-Morristown Road, as realigned by act of the New York 
and Long Branch Railroad Company, crosses the right-of-way of said 
Railroad, which bridge, your petitioner prays, may be erected over said 
4 right-of-way at the same height above the tracks of said Railroad Com- 
"pany as the present bridge, but shall be of a width of thirty-two feet and 
é shall be laid within the confines of the said road at an angle as shown ‘ 
Mid- § on the sketch” attached to the petition. 
hR. § The amended petition was probably prompted by the defense originally 
e the interposed by the Railroad that the Board was without authority to order 
town the construction and relocation of a bridge at any point other than on a 
highway established by “‘substitution” provided by the Railroad Act, or in 
iddle- accordance with resolutions adopted by the County for laying out and con- 
structing a new highway or by usage. In view of the amended petition, 
ilroad the two questions for the Board’s determination are: 
1. Is the present structure “a good and sufficient bridge” to provide 
which adequate service over its right-of-way, and 
ail 2. Has the Board jurisdiction to order the respondent to construct a 
anes new bridge at the present location and within the lines of the present 
. highway. 
ae Respondent’s answer to the amended petition (a) denies that the 
a a bridge is hazardous and dangerous “to any member of the travelling pub- 


lic using reasonable care in approaching and crossing said bridge,” and (b) 


point 
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asserts that the Board is without authority to order a new bridge with a 
greater width than eighteen feet, three inches, which is the width of the pres- 
ent bridge and coincident, it is contended, with the width of the present 
highway. 

It is admitetd that the existing bridge over respondent’s right-of-way 
was constructed in 1903. The testimony indicates that the existing bridge 
under present day conditions is unsafe for vehicles which weigh more 
than six tons and are operated at more than snail-like pace. The evidence 
indicates that the visibility for vehicles approaching from the west is sub- 
stantially obscured by the contour of the highway. The angle of ap- 
proach from the west is fifty-three degrees and nine minutes and, from 
the east, thirty-two degrees and one minute at the easterly end. On the 
westerly approach the rise within three hundred feet of the bridge is fif- 
ten feet and on the easterly end about two feet. Traffic checks on Thurs- 
day, December Ist, 1932, admittedly the most favorable period of the year 
for respondent, indicates that between 7:15 A. M. and 6:33 P. M., one 
hundred and ninety-five passenger automobiles and eighty-four trucks 
passed over the bridge, including six six-ton trucks and three seven-ton 
trucks and the balance ranging from one ton to five tons. The count for 
Friday, December 2nd, 1932, showed one hundred and ninety pleasure 
cars and sixty-six trucks of varying weights from a half to six tons. 
Saturday, December 3, 1932, there were two hundred and fifty-four pleas- 
ure cars and seventy-two trucks from one to six tons. This proof was not 
contradicted. It also appears that the respondent at a comparatively re- 
cent date repainted signs at the bridge approaches that the bridge was 
safe only for six-ton capacity trucks—a reduction of two tons as origin- 
ally posted. 

On consideration of the record as a whole, the Board concludes that 
the present bridge is neither safe nor adequate for present day use and that 
the construction of a new bridge at approximately the present location and 
within the railroad’s right-of-way should be ordered. 

This conclusion leads to the consideration of the substantial objection 
advanced by the respondent, viz: 

(a). That the Board is without jurisdiction to promulgate an order 
requiring the construction of a new bridge of a greater width than that of 
the existing structure, eighteen feet, three inches; and 

(b). That the width of the highway is defined by the width of the 
existing bridge; and 

(c). That there is no satisfactory proof that the present highway 
leading to the bridge approaches is wider than the bridge; i. e., eighteen 
feet, three inches. 

The County on the other hand contends that when the existing over- 
head crossing was “substituted” for the grade crossing, about three hun- 
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dred feet'distant in 1903, the roadway leading to the grade crossing was 
of a width of forty-nine feet, six inches, and that that width, under the 
statute, fixes the width of the present roadway where the existing bridge 
was substituted for the crossing at grade, and that a new bridge thirty- 
two feet in width should be and can be constructed within the present 
right-of-way of the railroad. 

The respondent insists, however, that the present bridge is not a ‘“‘sub- 
stitution” of the grade crossing and that, even if it were, there is no satis- 
factory proof of the width of the original road leading to the grade cross- 
ing. The Board has concluded that it is not necessary in this proceeding 
to determine the technical width of either the original road or that of the 
present highway. 

Petitioner’s right to relief is rested upon Section 26 of the General 
Railroad Law, 3 C. S. 4231, which reads as follows: 


“It shall be the duty of every railroad company owning, leasing or 
controlling any right of way for a railroad within this State to construct 
and keep in repair good and sufficient bridges and passages over, under 
and across the railroad or right of way where any public or other road, 
street or avenue, now or hereafter laid, shall cross the same, so that pub- 
lic travel on said road shall not be impeded thereby, and said bridges and 
passages shall be of such width and character as shall be suitable to the 
locality in which the same are situated.” 


The petitioner asserts that the Board has the right by virtue of Sec- 
tion 17 of the Public Utility Act (P. L. 1911) to compel the railroad to 
comply with Section 26 of the General Railroad Law. Section 17 of the 
Public Utility Act reads: 


“The Board shall have power, after hearing upon notice, by order in 
writing, to require every public utility as herein defined, (a) to comply 
with the laws of this State and any municipal ordinance relating there- 
to, and to conform to the duties imposed upon it thereby, or by the pro- 
visions of its own charter whether obtained under any general or special 
law of this State.” 


Therefore, in the exercise of the power delegated to it, and upon the 
proofs presented, the Board does hereby determine the existing bridge to 
be neither good nor sufficient and unduly impedes public travel, and there- 
fore orders and directs the New York and Long Branch Railroad Com- 
pany to construct and keep in repair a good and sufficient bridge and 
passages thereover and across its right-of-way, where the present Lau- 
rence Harbor-Morristown Road passes over the same at the location desig- 
nated by the plan annexed to the petition which required bridge, the Board 
determines will be good and sufficient for the locality in which it is to be 
erected and will avoid unduly impeding traffic. 

And it is further directed that the plan for such bridge be submitted to 
the Board for its approval within thirty days from the date hereof, and 
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that actual work of construction begin on or before September Ist, 1933, 
and be completed within four months thereafter, or prior to December 
31st, 1933. An order will issue in conformity with this decision. 





RARITAN TWSP. FIRE COMMISSIONERS v. MIDDLESEX WATER CO. 
(Board of Public Utility Commissioners, June 27, 1933) 
Water Company Charges—E-xtension Line 

In the matter of the complaint of the Board of Fire Commissioners of 
Raritan Township against Middlesex Water Co., in re method of charg- 
ing inch-foot distribution on distribution mains financed by either private 
corporations or private individuals. 

Mr. William A. Reed for Complainant. 

Mr. G. Bartram Woodruff and Mr. Ambrose Mundy for Respon- 
dents. 


THE BOARD: On March 6, 1933, the Board of Fire Commission- 
ers of Fire District No. 5 of Raritan Township, Middlesex County, filed 
a complaint, which was accepted as a formal complaint, against the Mid- 
dlesex Water Company, answer to which was filed by the Company on 
March 14, 1933. The matter was heard by the Board on May 10, 1933, 
at its rooms in Newark. 

From the statement of facts in the case it appears that the Oak Hills 
Company, Inc., entered into contracts with the Middlesex Water Com- 
pany for two extensions of the distribution system, and, in accordance 
with the Board’s general rules regarding extensions, the Oak Hills Com- 
pany, Inc., deposited with the Water Company, under these two contracts, 
an aggregate amount of $2,375, refunds to be made if and when revenues 
were actually received for service furnished from these mains in accord- 
ance with the Board’s rules, which provide for a return to the depositor 
of an amount equal to three and a-half times the annual revenue. It ap- 
pears that the revenues actually received were from ten owners (or occu- 
pants) of residences, amounting in the aggregate to $340.44 per year, and 
the Company had refunded, om the basis of three and a-half to one, the 
amount of $1,191.55. It appears further that an additional customer, 
namely, the office of the realty Company, had provided an annual revenue 
of $24.60, which would call for a refund of $86.10, this not yet having 
been made, but concerning which there is no dispute and should be re- 
funded. 

It appears also that charges for fire protection, that is, the inch-foot 
charge, had been paid by the Township to the extent of $125.40, and that 
no refund has been made in connection with this part of the revenue re- 
ceived by the Company. The Township Committee was of the opinion 
that as long as the main had been financed by private capital, no charge 
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should be made for this fire protection until the main became entirely the 
property of the Water Company. On the other hand, the Company was not 
clear as to just what refund should be made in this connection. 

The Board’s rule regarding extensions provides that, when an ex- 
tension is desired by a real estate developer, the entire cost of the extension 
(not including the service connections) is to be deposited by the developer, 
and that whenever bona fide customers are served from this main the Wa- 
ter Company should return to the depositor $3.50 for each $1.00 of an- 
nual revenue. This, of course, includes any revenue according to the 
Company for service furnished from the particular extension and must 
naturally include not merely the revenue from residences, stores, factories, 
etc., but the revenue received by the Company from the inch-foot charge, 
or, in other words, from the amount received from the municipality for 
fire protection. This does not include any moneys paid by the municipality 
for the hydrant charge itself, as this is only sufficient to pay the fixed and 
maintenance charges on the hydrant, its branch and the valve connected 
thereto. The Company should therefore make an immediate refund to the 
depositor of three and a-half times the actual revenue received from the 
inch-foot charge, namely $125.40, or a refund amounting to $438.90. This 
last item is the only refund that would be made based upon the fire pro- 
tection revenue unless some change should occur in the rate at which this 
particular revenue was computed. 

The second item in the complaint of the Board of Fire Commissioners 
is to the effect that Walter Williams residing at Pumptown Corners, in 
the Township, has also deposited an amount of money to partly finance 
the installation of a distribution main in Plainfield Road. The complain- 
ant further states that the distance to the house was 1,541 feet, although 
the distance to the hydrant itself was only 1,326 feet, the difference being 
215 feet. The Fire Commissioners contended that no fire charge should 
be made for the extension of the main beyond the hydrant, which was 
located approximately midway between two houses. If the main was 
never to be extended beyond a point which the Underwriters would recog- 
nize as being within the limit of distance from Mr. Williams’ residence, so 
that the Williams residence would be given the lower insurance rating, 
then the main itself should have terminated at the hydrant and a line of 
small pipe should have been installed entirely at the expense of Mr. Wil- 
liams and without reference to the possibility of service beyond that point. 

It appears, however, that this line would eventually be extended for 
further service, and, as the main does not extend beyond the house and 
the distance from the hydrant is comparatively short, the inch-foot charge 
should apply to the entire main up to its termination in front of Mr. Wil- 
liams’ residence. 

Another question arose with regard to the fairness of the contract 
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under which the line was extended to Mr. Williams. The contract is based 
upon a different plan from that promulgated by the Board for general 
adoption by the Companies. Instead of providing that the customer de- 
posit an amount of money representing so much of the investment as his 
normal revenue would support, in accordance with the three and a-half 
to one rule, and thereafter receive refunds if any other customers were 
attached to his main, Mr. Williams preferred to deposit the entire amount 
of money involved, which was $1,875.00, all of which is to be returned to 
him whenever the average gross income per annum amounts to $300. The 
question raised in this connection is whether this contract is equitable 
when compared with the rule adopted by the Board. 

Without going into the detail of the terms and conditions of the con- 
tract, it is apparent that in the final analysis it is fairly comparable with 
the Board’s rule regarding extensions. 

After consideration of the facts the Board finds and determines : 

1. That the charge for fire protection, commonly known as the inch- 
foot charge, is one of the items of revenue which must be included in the 
computation of revenue accruing from service supplied from an extension, 
whether this extension is made by the Company at its own sole cost or 
partly or wholly by funds provided by the customers. 

2. That the refund of $86.10 herein referred to be made as indi- 
cated. 





HUGHES v. OCEAN COUNTY WATER CO. 


(Board of Public Utility Commissioners, July 11, 1933) 
Water Company—Charges for Service—Summer Rules 


In the matter of the complaint of Mrs. Ethel McNeal Hughes against 
Ocean County Water Company, in re rates. 

Mrs. Ethel McNeal Hughes in her own behalf. 

Mr. C. H. Dickey for Respondent. 


THE BOARD: This matter is before the Board upon the complaint 
of Mrs. Ethel McNeal Hughes against the Ocean County Water Com- 
pany which supplies water service at Bay Head, New Jersey. 

It appears that the complainant owns a residential property in Bay 
Head, which is occupied only during the summer. In recent seasons, due 
to the general conditions, it has been occupied only a portion of the time. 
The rates charged for service are annual rates based upon the number 
and character of the fixtures and the annual charge to the complainant is 
$43. The complainant contends that, for the short period required for the 
cleaning and preparation of the house for a summer tenant, the annual 
charge is excessive and unreasonable, and that it should be very mate- 
rially reduced; or, as stated by the complainant, that the Water Com- 
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pany “should reduce its water rates in order to conform with the reduced 
revenues from the houses it supplies and the reductions in almost every 
other commodity.” 

In answer to the first contention the Company agrees that rates 
should be available for the short period required to clean and prepare 
the residence for summer service and proposes the following rule: 


“The turning on of water for any purpose implies the acceptance 
of service for the year, except that water may be turned on and used 
for a period of not to exceed twenty (20) consecutive days, in which 
event the consumer shall notify the Water Company at or before the 
expiration of said period that service is no longer desired, and where 
water is turned on for a period of not more than twenty (20) con- 
secutive days, the charge therefor shall be fifty per cent. (50%) of 
the annual water rent, subject to a maximum charge of ten dollars.” 


With regard to the second contention, that the water rates should be 
based upon the revenues from the houses supplied by the Company, it is 
apparent that such a basis for rates is unsound. This contention cannot 
be supported unless the reduced revenues are due to a change in the char- 
acter of the accommodations resulting in reduced demands for the water 
service either in the number of fixtures or the quantity of water con- 
sumed. 

Rates for service by public utilities must naturally take account of 
cost. Cost of service is made up of two principal elements, operating 
costs and fixed charges. 

To meet this contention the Company has filed a statement for the 
year ending December 31, 1932, submitted as Exhibit R-1, which includes 
the gross earnings, the operating expenses, and the amount available for 
return on the investment. This statement, which includes the Company’s 
estimate of the full annual amount for retirement reserve, shows that 
out of the gross earnings of $33,908.41, the amount chargeable for oper- 
ation was $17,113.97, leaving available for return for the operations of 
1932, $16,794.44. 

The Company has no bonds and it was brought out that for the year 
1932 dividends had been paid to the extent of $18,012.50. The amount ac- 
tually set aside in 1932 for replacement reserve was only $1,488.90, or 
about one-half the amount which the Company claims would normally 
be required. The amount laid aside in 1931 was also short of the full 
amount but this was explained by the Company in a statement (borne out 
by examination of the annual reports) that the accumulated depreciation 
reserve is higher than the property calls for, due to the fact that large 
additions were made to this property in the last few years and, because of 
this, the property has a high average present value, and for the time be- 
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ing the Company deems it unnecessary to lay aside for depreciation an 
amount that ordinary conditions might require. 

An examination of the annual reports for the last three years, and 
also of Exhibit R-1 in this matter, shows that the dividends paid amount 
to approximately 8 per cent. of the present book value. The Ocean 
County Water Company was formed in March, 1929, by consolidation of 
the Bay Head Water Company, which was originally organized in 1886, 
with the Mantoloking Water Company, nearly all of the property of the 
latter Company being but a few years old. While the Bay Head Water 
Company had been established and in operation for many years, the prop- 
erty in Mantoloking and the additions made in Bay Head for the supply 
of Mantoloking are practically new, and the Mantoloking section of this 
property is still in the development stage. 

After a careful study of the facts presented in this case and of the 
annual reports of the Company, the Board is of the opinion that the pres- 
ent rate of return of the Company is excessive and should be reduced. 

The Board is of the opinion that the rule proposed by the Company 
covering the charge for the short period of time during which service is 
taken for the purpose of preparing summer residences for occupancy is 
reasonable and to the advantage of the customers generally, and this rule 
may be filed effective immediately. 

With regard to the general rates, the Board is of the opinion that 
the rates should be reduced by approximately 5 per cent. below those 
charged at the present time (with the exception of the rate now being filed 
for service for less than twenty days, and with the exception also of its 
application to the minimum charge of $10); such reduction in the rates 
charged to be effective for the current summer season. The Company 
should forthwith file an amendment to its schedule of rates making this 
reduction effective for the current season. 





ANDERSON v. N. J. POWER & LIGHT CO. 


(Board of Public Utility Commissioners, July 12, 1933) 
Electric Light Service—Charges for Extensions 


In the matter of the formal complaint of Henry Anderson against 
New Jersey Power & Light Company, in re extension of service. 

Mr. Ryman Herr for Complainant. 

Mr. H. J. Ryan for Respondent. 


THE BOARD: The complaint of Henry Anderson against the New 
Jersey Power & Light Company claims that he had been unsuccessful in 
negotiating with the Company for an extension of electric service to a 
farm located in Holland Township, Hunterdon County, New Jersey. He 
further stated that upon the availability of electric service at this farm 
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depended the sale of the farm. He also contends that the Company’s 
agent had informed him over the ’phone that electric service would be 
available, presumably without any special cost, but that, after the contract 
for the sale of the farm had been entered into, the Company demanded 
a deposit of $634 to finance or partially finance the extension of the 
line. 

Before formal complaint was filed, counsel for Mr. Anderson at- 
tempted to negotiate in various ways to have the line extended. The mat- 
ter was also investigated informally by the Board’s Inspectors, who held 
a conference with the representatives of the Company on March 2nd and 
discussed the estimates of the cost and the anticipated revenue. Two 
bases were discussed, one an extension along existing transmission poles 
of 6,135 feet, this line serving four parties. This would call for, under 
the Board’s rules, a deposit of $634. The other basis was the extension 
along the same transmission poles of only 5,107 feet, which would only 
make possible service to Mr. Anderson’s client, Mr. Pierson. An extension 
of this distance would only serve tne one customer and would call for a 
deposit of $633. 

Not being satisfied with this, the attorneys for Mr. Anderson filed a 
formal complaint, as stated, which was duly answered by the Company on 
April 26th. It appears that there was a misunderstanding from the very 
beginning, due to the fact that along the general route which would be 
followed by the extension asked for there are two transmission lines, one 
supported on steel towers and carrying transmission lines at 110,000 volts. 
The other line consists of wooden poles much less in height than the steel 
towers and carrying a transmission line having a voltage of 3,300 volts. 
The explanation given by the Company is to the effect that when Mr. An- 
derson called the Company’s office for information, he told the Company’s 
representative that there was a “high line” and a “low line” passing this 
property, and that the Company’s representative stated that, if that were 
the case, there would be no contribution asked in connection with the 
construction of the line to serve this farm. It is stated that the Company’s 
representative took the term ‘low line” to mean a low voltage line, that is, 
a line of 4,600 volts, which is what is commonly used in that territory for 
primary lines, from which customers are served through transformers, re- 
ducing the voltage to that required for the immediate service to the cus- 
tomers. 

The Board’s power with regard to extensions is based upon a section 
of the Public Utility Act which reads as follows: 

“17. The Board shall have power ... (e) To establish, construct, 
maintain and operate any reasonable extension of its existing facilities 


where, in the judgment of said Board such extension is reasonable and 
practicable and will furnish sufficient business to justify the construction 
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and maintenance of the same, and when the financial condition of the 
said public utility reasonably warrants the original expenditure required 
in making and operating such extension.” 


The Board also has power to require a public utility: 


“17. (a). To comply with the laws of the State and any municipal 
ordinance relating thereto, and to conform to the duties imposed upon it 
thereby, or by the provisions of its own charter, whether obtained under 
any general or special law of this State.” 


The Board’s power to require the extension is limited to those con- 
ditions where the prospective business would warrant the construction. 
To carry out the statutory provisions the Board has promulgated for adop- 
tion by Companies rules and regulations which provide, in the case of elec- 
tric extensions, that the Company must be in a position to invest three 
dollars in the extension itself for each one dollar of annual revenue, and 
where the extension costs more than the anticipated revenue for a period 
of three years, the customer must aid in financing the balance of the cost 
of the line, unless the Company is willing to bear the entire cost of the 
line. The rule also provides that additional revenue for this same line, 
either due to the expansion of the customer’s use or due to the taking on 
of other customers from the same line, will result in the partial or perhaps 
total refunding of such extension deposits as have been made by customers 
to aid in financing an extension. 

Exhibit R-5 submitted by the Company contains the Company’s esti- 
mate of the material and labor for extending the Company’s lines along 
the transmission poles already in place, including all incidental items of 
cost. The estimated cost to reach the farm referred to, now occupied by 
Mr. Pierson, is $551.27. The estimated annual revenue is taken at $48, 
which calls for an investment by the Company of three times this amount, 
or $144.00, leaving as a balance $407.27 as the Company’s estimate of the 
investment which would not be supported by the anticipated revenue. 
This is a considerable reduction below the amount which it appears that 
the Company has been asking the prospective customer to advance. A 
check of the figures in Exhibit R-5 shows a careful estimate including 
allowances for contingencies and similar items. 

After full consideration of all the facts in the case, the Board finds 
and determines that upon the deposit with the Company under the exten- 
sion rules of the Board of the sum of $400 the Company should imme- 
diately proceed to extend the line to furnish service to the complainant. 
The construction should be commenced without delay and service fur- 
nished not later than July 25th, providing arrangements are completed 
between the Company and the agent for the prospective customer by not 
later than July 15. 








LICATU V. STATE TAX COMMISSIONER 
LICATA v. STATE TAX COMMISSIONER 


(State Board of Tax Appeals, June 27, 1933) 
Taxation—E.xemption of Motor Fuel Tax 

Case of Frank Licata, Appellart, against State Tax Commissioner, 
Respondent. In the matter of an application to review a determination 
by the State Tax Commissioner respecting the motor fuel tax on gasoline 
purchased by Atlantic City jitney owners and operators. (For previous 
decision in this case, see May, 1933, Law JouRNAL, page I1Q). 

Mr. Samuel Morris for Appellant. 

Mr. William A. Stevens, Attorney-General (by Mr. Harry Walsh) 
for Respondent. 


WEAVER, President: Frank Licata, a taxpayer of the City of At- 
lantic City, appeals from the action of the State Tax Commissioner in 
granting exemption from a motor fuel tax to owners and operators of 
jitneys in Atlantic City. 

P. L. 1916, Chapter 136, Section 3, provides that owners and oper- 
ators of buses and jitneys shall file with the City Treasurer of the city 
in which they operate a statement showing their gross receipts, and shall 
pay to said city five per centum of such gross receipts as a franchise tax. 

This Act was supplemented by P. L. 1917, Chapter 78, providing 
that, in cities of the fourth class, the governing body may adopt an or- 
dinance and provide for an annual license fee in lieu of the franchise tax. 
The City of Atlantic City adopted such an ordinance on May 7, 1925. 

The Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Act (P. L. 1927, Chapter 334, page 
782, as amended by P. L. 1931, Chapter 357, page 875) provides for the 
payment of a tax upon fuel for motor vehicles. Section 1 of the amended 
Act provides that : 


“The term ‘motor vehicle’ shall include any vehicle . . . other than 
. . auto buses, commonly called jitneys, which now pay a municipal or 


9 


franchise tax on their gross receipts. . . . 


By virtue of this Act the State Tax Commissioner ruled that owners 
and operators of jitneys in Atlantic City are exempt from the payment of a 
motor fuel tax. The correctness of this ruling is before us on appeal. Ap- 
pellant contends that owners and operators of jitneys in Atlantic City 
pay a license fee and not a municipal franchise tax, and therefore are 
not exempt. The Board is of the opinion that this contention is un- 
sound. 

Th Motor Fuel Tax Act intended to exempt all owners and operators 
of jitneys who pay a municipal franchise tax upon their gross receipts. 
The Legislature saw fit to enact that in cities of the fourth class the gov- 
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erning body could provide by ordinance for the payment of a flat fran- 
chise fee in lieu of a gross receipts tax. This was done in Atlantic 
City. 

The payment of the license fee, pursuant to the statute, is equivalent 
to the payment of a gross receipts tax. The Board is of the opinion that 
the Legislature intended to exempt jitney owners or operators who paid 
a franchise fee in lieu of municipal franchise tax on gross receipts. We 
find that the determination of the State Tax Commissioner was pursuant 
to the statute. 

Respecting other issues raised by the amended petition of appeal in 
this cause, the Board expresses no opinion, as it has no jurisdiction 
in those matters. 

The appeal is dismissed. 





N. J. WATER SERVICE CO. v. STATE TAX COMMISSIONER 


(State Board of Tax Appeals, June 27, 1933) 
Taxation—A pportionment of State Franchise Tax 

Case of New Jersey Water Service Co., Appellant, against State Tax 
Commissioner, Respondent. In the matter of an application for the re- 
view of apportionment of State franchise tax for the year 1932. 

Mr. John L. Ridley for Appellant. 

Mr. Chas. T. McLaughlin for Respondent. 

Mr. J. Willard DeYoe for Borough of Butler. 

Mr. Samuel Black for Borough of West Paterson. 

Mr. Samuel Raff for Borough of Bloomingdale. 


WEAVER, President: The appellant, a New Jersey corporation, 
owned and operated in the year 1931 two water plants, one supplying 
the municipalities of Butler and Bloomingdale, and the other the munici- 
palities of Little Falls and West Paterson. The plant supplying Butler 
and Bloomingdale was sold to the municipality of Butler on September 
30, 1931, and thereafter was operated by that municipality. The appellant 
is still the owner of the second plant. 

Pursuant to Section 4, Chapter 195, Laws of 1900, as amended, the 
appellant filed with the State Tax Commissioner a return showing total 
gross receipts for the year 1931 of $103,954.38. Of this amount, 
$63,082.32 came from the plant supplying Little Falls and West Paterson 
for the entire year of 1931, and $40,872.06 from the plant supplying But- 
ler and Bloomingdale from January 1, 1931, to September 30, 1931. 

The return further showed, as of September 30, 1931, the length of 
line owned by the Company as follows: 
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Little Falls 15,490 miles 
West Paterson 3,886 “ 


Bloomingdale 
Butler 


Upon the basis of this return the State Tax Commissioner levied a 
franchise tax amounting to $5,197.72, representing five per cent. of the 
entire gross receipts, pursuant to Section 5 of the Act, supra. 

The returns filed with the State Tax Commissioner by the assessors 
of Butler and Bloomingdale under Section 3 of the Act show that the 
appellant Water Company had no property in the public streets and high- 
ways of those taxing districts. The return of the Township of Little 
Falls shows that the Water Company had property in the public streets 
and highways of that taxing district valued at $116,000. The return of 
the Borough of West Paterson shows property of the Company in the 
public streets and highways valued at $8,000. 

The State Tax Commissioner, pursuant to Section 6 of the Act, 
supra, apportioned the franchise tax between the Township of Little Falls 
ann the Borough of West Paterson in proportion to the value of the 
property located in, upon or under the public streets, highways, lanes or 
other places therein, as shown by the returns filed with him by the said 
municipalities. The apportionment to the Township of Little Falls was 
$4,862.38, and to the Borough of West Paterson, $335.34. No appor- 
tionment was made to Bloomingdale or Butler. 


The appellant contends: 


(1). That it should not be assessed upon the gross receipts received 
from the Butler plant, sold on September 30, 1931, but should be assessed 
only upon the basis of gross receipts received from the plant at Little 
Falls, which was in operation for the full year of 1931. 

(2). That under its contract of sale with the Borough of Butler, 
taxes, municipal liens and other assessments were to be adjusted as of the 
closing date of the sale. 

(3). That the apportionment is improper; that the Borough of But- 
ler received none of the franchise tax, and the appellant was thereby 
deprived of its participation in the apportionment of the tax, pursuant to 
the contract. 

(4). That the Act is unconstitutional. 

The appellant and the Borough of Butler contend that the franchise 
tax should be apportioned among the four municipalities from which the 
income was derived. 
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All of the contentions advanced are without merit. 

The Act has been declared to be constitutional. New York and New 
Jersey Water Company v. Hendrickson, 88 N. J. L. 595; 97 Atl. 153. 

The franchise tax was properly levied and assessed upon the gross 
receipts of the appellant Water Company. The fact that the Company 
sold one of its plants during the year does not relieve it from the payment 
of a tax upon its gross receipts. The tax is levied in accordance with the 
statement filed by the appellant in compliance with the statute. (See New 
York and New Jersey Water Company v. Hendrickson, supra). 

If there has been error in apportioning the amount among the taxing 
districts, the appellant is not injured thereby. (New York and New 
Jersey Water Company v. State Board of Assessors, 101 Atl. 168). 

The Boroughs of Butler and Bloomingdale have not appealed and 
have no standing to complain against the apportionment of the tax. They 
were made parties defendant in this proceeding by the appellant as par- 
ties in interest. 

However, if those boroughs had appealed, the Board could not grant 
them any relief. Section 6 of the Act, supra, provides that no change in 
the apportionment of the franchise tax shall be made after the apportion- 
ment is made by the Tax Commissioner, except by and with the consent, 
in writing, of the assessors of the taxing districts whose proportion of 
the franchise tax would be reduced by such change. 

The Supreme Court in the case of State, (City of Hoboken, Prose- 
cutor), v. Jersey City, 68 N. J. L. 607; 53 Atl. 595, said that it would 
be futile to review the opportionment of the franchise tax in view of 
Section 6 of the Act. 

The petition of appeal is dismissed and the apportionment as made by 
the State Tax Commissioner is affirmed. 





IF I WERE A JUDGE 


If I were a Judge, it seems to me, 
I would strive my level best to be 
Humane, but upright, just but kind, 
Meeting all problems with open mind; 
Hearing with patience, from day to day 
Trials of Humans, who passed my way. 
I would grant no favors to rich or great, 
That were not the due of their just estate; 
Nor would I withhold from the humblest slave 
The fullest justice—that I might save 
Or keep or hold my place of power 
For a single day or a single hour. 





MISCELLANY 


If I were a Judge, I would keep in mind, 
That the purest justice is always blind, 
And that no distinction ’twixt high or low 
Does the Goddess of Justice note or know, 
And no mortal man be he serf or king, 
Would cause me to swerve, nor to grant a thing 
That I should withhold, if I knew I should, 
Because I thought he was bad or good; 
For no man is so bad, and none is so pure, 
That we can be absolutely sure 
That there isn’t some virtue, or taint of sin 
Mixed up with the other side of him. 


If I were a Judge, I’d remember, too, 
That when life is over—my labors through, 
I, too, must stand at the judgment seat, 
And the God of Justice be forced to meet, 
And I’d want to feel on that Great Day, 
That none of us know, is so far away, 
That the Lord of Heaven could say to me; 
“Your work was done in sincerity, 
Tho’ you’ve made mistakes, yet I know you’ve tried, 
To be always and ever, on justice side, 
And because of that, all else is forgiven, 
And we welcome you to the Court of Heaven.” 


—Hugh R. Porter in The Docket. 
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SOME STATE NOTES 


Supreme Court Justice Charles 
W. Parker and wife have gone to 
Europe for a six weeks’ vacation in 
Scotland, England, Wales and Ire- 
land. 

Mr. Henry H. Dawson, lawyer, 
of 972 Broad St., Newark, a resi- 
dent of Orange, went last month up- 
on a transcontinental trip, to include 
the Chicago Fair, Yellowstone and 
points on the Pacific coast. 

Mr. Vincent William Ambroze, 
Newark’s oldest Court interpreter, 
has been in that employment for 31 
years, and speaks, besides English, 
the languages of Lithuania, Poland, 
Russia and Czechoslovakia, besides 


the Slavish tongue. He is still on 
his job. 

Mr. James P. Major, for 24 years 
the Warden of the Somerset County 
jail, died in the hospital at Somer- 
ville on July 23rd, of diabetes. (See 
mention in “Editorial Notes’’). 

The assessed value of real and 
personal property in New Jersey for 
the current year has declined $330,- 
451,223 over that of 1932. The as- 
sessed value of real estate dropped 
$280,744,075, while valuations of 
personal property declined $49,707,- 
148, as compared with last year’s 
figures. Commissioner Martin re- 
ports the figures show the decline 
is the largest in the history of the 
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State. The larger decreases were in 
Essex, Hudson, Atlantic, Mercer, 
Camden, Passaic and Union coun- 
ties. 





BOOK NOTICE 


The Government of a State. By 
George S. Silzer, LL. D. New- 
ark: Soney & Sage Co., 1933. 
Pp. 411. Price $5.00. 

It is something new for a form- 
er Governor of New Jersey to pre- 
pare a work of this kind, intended 
not simply for the legal profession, 
to which the author belongs, but for 
citizens as well. 

We find many things in this book 
to which we are likely to refer in 
our “Editorial Notes” hereafter. 
There has not been time since its 
receipt to read it through, but it is 
evident that, if this work could be 
placed in the hands of every voter, 
he or she would learn a vast num- 
ber of facts about our State Gov- 
ernment which is now but dimly ap- 
prehended. We commend it to all 
members of the Bar and every citi- 
zen. The book is in clear, excellent 
time and well bound in blue Fabri- 
koid. 

We might add now that there 
are 24 subjects treated, concerning 
the Governor’s powers, the Federal 
and State Constitutions, powers of 
the Courts, Legislative functions, 
etc., etc., and there is a complete In- 
dex. 





ADMISSIONS TO N. J. BAR 


The following were passed as 
Attorneys after examination at the 
April Term of the New Jersey Su- 
preme Court, 1933: 


Attorneys 
NEWARK 


Amada, Charles A., 790 Broad St., 
c/o Jacob W. Silverman. 


Baime, Albert Harris, 41 Renner 
Ave. 

Bellino, Anthony P., 190 Mt. Pros- 
pect Ave. 

Bianco, Anthony P., c/o Bozza & 
Bozza, Firemen’s Bldg. 

Bland, Bertram C., c/o Schotland & 
Schotland, g Clinton: St. 
Brill, Max, 203 Ridgewood Ave. 
Brockelbank, George H., c/o Frank 
W. Long, 43 Lincoln Park. 
Brower, Meyer, 790 Broad St., 
Room 410. 

Capodanno, Gerard T., 114% Dick- 
erson St. 

Carragher, Joseph A., 830 Broad St. 

Cecere, Anthony L., 54 State St. 

Cherny, Bernard, 744 Broad St., 
Room 921. 

Cohen, Saul, c/o Michael Breit- 
kopf, 790 Broad St. 

Dallavalle, Aristo, Room 522, 790 
Broad St. 

Dreskin, Leon L., 269 Osborne Ter- 
race. 

Ekings, Joseph P., Jr., c/o Cox & 

Walburg, Military Park Bldg., 

Room 1905. 

Farrell, John E., c/o Thos. E. Fitz- 
simmons, 2528 Lefcourt Bldg. 

Feldman, Jack J., c/o Julius Feld- 
man, 128 Market St. 

Forman, Lillian, 504 Springfield 
Ave. 

Fox, E. Manuel, c/o Samuel A. 
Sharff, 45 Branford PI. 

Frankel, Jacob L., c/o Tumarkin & 
Kasen, 9 Clinton St. 

Gladstone, Herbert M., 744 Broad 
St., Room 822. 

Goff, Barnett, 279 Norfolk St. 

Goldenberg, Samuel, 744 Broad St. 

Goodwin, Phillips M., 790 Broad St. 

Gornitzky, August, 73 Mapes Ave. 

Gurnik, Benjamin C., c/o James F. 
X. O’Brien, 2004 Lefcourt 
Bldg. 

Harris, David H., 679 Springfield 
Ave. 

Hayes, Howard W., 2004 Lefcourt 
Bldg. 
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Herships, Sol, 26 13th Avenue. 
Hobart, Donald Osborn, c/o Ho- 
bart & Minard, Lefcourt Bldg. 
Hobart, John R., c/o Hobart & 
Minard, Lefcourt Bldg. 
Kahrs, Joseph, Jr., 810 Broad St. 
Kaplan, Harold L., c/o Kraemer, 
Siegler & Siegler, 164 Market 
St. 
Katz, Saul H., 23 Watson Ave. 
Knoller, Robert I., 763 Broad St. 
Korn, Sol, 786 Broad St. 
Kraemer, Louis, 60 Park Place. 
Kreeger, David Lloyd, c/o Bilder 
& Bilder, 60 Park PI. 
Krueger, Gottfried W., 744 Broad 
St. 
Lansing, Edith J., c/o Pollitt & 
Judge, 207 Market St. 
Lawson, Louis E., c/o L. Spiegel, 
17 Academy St. 
Leach, Harry V., c/o McCarter & 
English, Lefcourt Bldg. 
Levy, David, 207 Weequahic Ave. 
Mari, Salvatore, 15 High St. 
Mayer, Phil O., 776 Broad St. 
Mellk, Abraham L., c/o Irving J. 
Rosenberg, 60 Park PI. 
Mintz, Hymen B.,:26 13th Ave. 
Moroney, Martin D., Lefcourt ‘Bldg 
Moscovitz, David A., c/o Coult, 
Satz & Tomlinson, 60 Park PI. 
Mueller, Chester, c/o Frederick 
Groel, Lefcourt Bldg. 
Narol, Aaron, 128 Market St. 
Ozias, James R. E., c/o McCarter 
& English, Lefcourt Bldg. 
Pellecchia, Pellegrino J., Jr., 250 
Ballantine Parkway. 

Pine, Sidney, c/o McCarter & Eng- 
lish, Lefcourt Bldg. 

Prioletta, Horace, c/o Felix For- 
lenza, 60 Park PI. 

Rosenfeld, Leslie E., c/o Jacob W. 
Silverman, 790 Broad St. 

Roth, Archie, c/o W. Howard 
Demarest, 744 Broad St. 

Roth, Louis H., c/o David Roskein, 

17 Academy St. 





Rubinson, Jules L., c/o Harold 
Farkas, 11 Commerce St. 
Sanderson, James H., c/o G. J. H. 

Werner, 965 Broad St. 
Schwartz, Harry I., 856 Bergen St. 
Schober, Albert E., 26 13th Ave. 
Schrenzel, George, 83 Mapes Ave. 
Schulman, Louis Leon, 93 Quitman 

St. 

Shanks, Carrol M., Prudential Ins. 

Co. 

Sokol, Louis H., c/o David H. 

Yonneff, 790 Broad St. 
Spiegel, Julius, 17 Academy St. 
Stengel, Charles D., 744 Broad St. 
Van Blarcom, Andrew, Jr., c/o 

Lum, Tamblyn & Colyer, 605 

Broad St. 
Wehler, Joseph, 

Ave. 
Wilken, David, c/o Abraham Ru- 

dense, 24 Commerce St. 
Yankowitz, Irving N., 776 Broad 

St. 

Zapeikov, Maurice, c/o Frankel & 

Distler, Lefcourt Bldg. 


PATERSON 
Alfano, Charles J., 67 West Broad- 


way. 

Black, Averom, c/o Ward & Mc- 
Ginnis, 45 Church St. 

Bornstein, Benjamin M., 45 Church 
St. 

Borzellino, Anthony, 448 East 21st 
St. 

Brawer, Henry I., c/o H. Kermit 
Green, 64 Hamilton St. 

Cappa, Joseph J., 199 Harrison St. 

Davis, Wilbur B., 366 East 31st St. 

DeMayo, William, c/o Abraham I. 
Feltman, 45 Church St. 

Donato, Joseph Daniel, c/o Ward & 
McGinnis, 45 Church St. 

Gitkin, Ralph, 126 Market St. 

Green, David, c/o David C. Kur- 
lantzick, 136 Washington St. 

Konesky, Edmund, 98 Graham Ave. 

Pett, Harry, c/o Samuel Pet, 64 
Hamilton St. 


172 Ridgewood 
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Rubin, Irving, 151 Fulton Place. 

Scharf, Morris N., c/o Benjamin J. 
Spitz, 45 Church St. 

Schomer, Aaron Z., c/o Ward & 
McGinnis, 45 Church St. 

Shulman, Raymond C., 45 Church 
St. 

Sciro, Frank J., 126 Market St. 

Tierney, George, 152 Market St. 


Jersey City 


Alpert, Edward, 586 Newark Ave. 

Casner, Alfred S., 438 Palisade Ave. 

Goldberg, Irving, c/o Fredman & 
Fredman, 591 Summit Ave. 

Goodman, Nathan, 30 Journal 
Square. 

Keane, Joseph, c/o John Milton, I 
Exchange PI. 

Miller, Fred, c/o Solomon & Miller, 
1 Exchange PI. 

Mintz, Joseph G., c/o Kinkead & 
Klausner, 586 Newark St. 
Pearlman, Nathan, c/o Gross & 

Gross, 15 Exchange PI. 
Pyle, Enos A., c/o Collins & Cor- 
bin, 1 Exchange PI. 
Quill, John H., 665 Newark Ave. 
Schafer, Charles H., c/o Collins & 
Corbin, 1 Exchange PI. 
Schumann, Frederic W., 15 Ex- 
change PI. 
Toohey, Joseph J., 2976 Boulevard. 
Upperman, Walter J., c/o Robert S. 
Hartgrove, 576 Newark Ave. 


ELIZABETH 


Bockenek, David M., 153 5th St. 

Cole, Norman R., 286 N. Broad St. 

Finkelstein, Emanuel, 819 Canton 
St. 

Freeman, Hyman, 426 Bayway. 

Glennon, John T., c/o Pfaff & 
O’Brien, 207 Broad St. 

Haas, Otto E., 1139 E. Jersey St. 

Higgins, Robert W., 715 Elizabeth 
Ave. 

Jaffe, Harry L., 738 Murray St. 

Johnson, Edward J., c/o J. M. Ker- 
ner, 125 Broad St. 


THE NEW JERSEY LAW JOURNAL 


Kane, Joseph R., 125 Broad St. 

Patrick, John A., Jr., 1147 East 
Jersey St. 

Phares, Stanley U., 543 Morris 
Ave. 

Saros, Nicholas, 56 DeHart Place. 

Schmidt, Henry W., 453 Westmin- 
ster Ave. 


TRENTON 


Baddeley, Thomas H., 1 W. State 
St. 

Bohlinger, George H., Jr., c/o State 
Highway Dept., State House 
Annex. 

Gaudio, Victor Del, 37 Kent St. 

Kline, James Sheppard, 808 Broad 
St., Bank Bldg. 

Leventhal, Samuel, 1110 Trenton 
Trust Bldg. 

Levine, Charles M., 540 S. Warren 
St. 

Stewart, Raymond James, 
Trenton Trust Bldg. 
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CAMDEN 


Bennett, Stanley L., 317 Market St. 

Deibert, Franklin L., 1003 West 
Jersey Trust Bldg. 

Goldman, Louis L., c/o Barney B. 
Brown, 720 Federal St. 

Heine, Norman, 5 Hudson St. 

Kulp, Howard G., Jr., 4th and Mar- 
ket Sts. 

Lipkin, Joseph, Room No 3, Fi- 
nance Bldg. 

Ruck, John F., 402 West Jersey 
Bldg. 

Sheehan, Bartholomew A., 882 
Haddon Ave. 

Stockwell, James D., c/o Bleakly, 
Stockwell & Burling, West Jer- 
sey Trust Bldg. 


HoBOKEN 


Behr, William M., c/o Lichtenstein, 
Schwartz & Friedenberg, 51 
Newark St. 

Druz, Max, 51 Newark St. 





MISCELLANY 


Fried, Harold, c/o Hauser & Mc- 
Alevy, 40 Newark St. 

Grouls, Harold, 51 Newark St. 

Massarsky, Reuben W., c/o Judge 
J. Raymond Tiffany, Second 
Bank & Trust Co. Bldg. 

Schwartz, Theodore, 223 Washing- 
ton St. 


Union City 


Belsky, Abraham, c/o Harvey Bein, 
404 38th St. 

Cantor, Irving E., c/o Platoff, Sap- 
erstein & Platoff, 400 38th St. 

Eschenlauer, Harold C., 440 Ber- 
genline Ave. 

Schmidt, Henry P., c/o John W. 
Ockford, 501 32nd St. 

Wolfberg, Lawrence, c/o Spingarn 
& Sachs, 415 32nd St. 


BAYONNE 


Friedman, Jacob R., c/o Edw. Grif- 
fin, 460 Broadway. 

Krupkin, William, Bergoff Bldg. 

O’Sullivan, Joseph F. X., 870 
Broadway. 

Roberts, Helen F., 23 East 32nd St. 

Steinberg, Harry, c/o Chas. Ruben- 
stein, 545 Broadway. 

Zeik, Herbert, Opera House Bldg., 
589 Avenue C. 


PASSAIC 


Ancukatis, Edward A., 52 4th Ave. 


Gelman, Nathan, 157 Hamilton 
Ave. 

Goodkin, Ben, 423 Harrison St. 

Jaffe, Saul J., 196 Lafayette Ave. 


Williams, Walter E., 643 Main Ave. 
MorrIsTOWN 


Colyin, Paul, Park Square Bldg. 

Salny, Milford, Egbert Hill. 

Saltz, Morris H., c/o Herman M. 
Cone, Babbitt Bldg. 


215 


ATLANTIC City 


Brooks, William B., c/o Elwood C. 
Weeks, 435 Guaranty Trust 
Bldg. 

Grey, Wheeler, 309 Chelsea Bank 
Bldg. 

Thomas, Morgan E., c/o Bourgeois 
& Coulomb, 711 Schwehm 

Bldg. 


VINELAND 


Joseph, Moe A., 436 Wood St. 

Levin, I. Harry, R. F. D. No. 6. 

Sharp, W. Howard, 12 North 6th 
St. 


W ooDBURY 


Gravino, Fred A., 8 North Broad 
St. 

Sahl, Frank, 37 South Broad St. 

Wick, John B., 45 Cooper St. 


OTHER PLACES 


Abrams, Charles, 67 Wessington 
Ave., Garfield. 

Aslanian, Antranig, 1093 Boulevard 
East, West New York. 

Berkowitz, Charles J., c/o Leo Rob- 
bins, Thompson Bldg., Lake- 
wood. 

Bianco, Joseph G., 163 North 16th 
St., Bloomfield. 

Boswell, John E., Bourse Bldg., 
Ocean City. 

Ceres, Anthony V., Perth Amboy 
Nat’! Bank Bldg., Perth Am- 
boy. 

D’Amato, Albert V., c/o Ely & Ely, 
10 Ames Ave., Rutherford. 
Deamer, Pierce H., Jr., 25 Madison 

Ave., Bergenfield. 

Feltman, Abraham, c/o John C. 
Barbour, 772 Main St. 

Gillig, Otto A., 141 Broadway, New 
York City. 

Gross, Benjamin, 142 Berkshire 
Place, Irvington. 








Hespe, Walter R., 95 Edwin St., 
Ridgefield Park. 

Janowski, Henry L., 106 Somerset 
St., Garfield. 

Kaplan, Samuel, 
Ave., Carteret. 

Kamel, Paul Z., 137 Church St., 
New Brunswick. 

Kiefer, E. Herbert, c/o Gebhardt & 
Gebhardt, Clinton. 

Lange, Harry W., Jr., 3 Yale Ter- 
race, Montclair. 

Licks, Robert L., 6 West South Or- 
ange Ave., South Orange. 
Livinson, Louis E., Electric Bldg., 

Asbury Park. 

McCabe, Vincent, c/o A. M. Siegel, 
205 Franklin Ave., Nutley. 
McGlincy, James Edward, Bridge- 

port. 

Messina, Joseph J., 6 Seventh St., 
New Brunswick. 

Mudrak, Ambrose J., 65 Leick 
Ave., Carteret. 

Munyan, Thomas H., 415 Ocean 
City Title & Trust Bldg., 
Ocean City. 

Muth, James M., c/o Richenaker & 
Ford, 210 Main St., Hacken- 
sack. 

Newcorn, Jerome D., 220 Park 
Ave., Pilainfield. 

Peskoe, Maxwell L., 191 New 
Brunswick Ave., Perth Am- 
boy. 

Presley, Eldon C., c/o Applegate, 
Stevens, Foster & Reusille, 34 
Broad St., Red Bank. 

Rothseid, Louis C., 509 Leslie St., 
Hillside. 

Rudenstein, Seymour H., 276 S. 
Center St., Orange. 

Sagotsky, Samuel, c/o McDermott 
& Finegold, 1 W. Main St., 
Freehold. 

Tanner, Francis J., c/o 
Camp, Toms River. 
Topken, William J., 519 36th St., 

North Bergen. 


576 Roosevelt 


Percy 
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Ward, Edward F., Morris Plains. 
Wells, Harold B., Jr., Bordentown. 





Counsellors 


The following were admitted as 
Counsellors at the same Term 


(April, 1933) : 
NEWARK 


Bigel, Joseph, 60 Park Place 

Block, Emil H., 177 Bloomfield 
Ave. 

Bolger, John A., 9 Clinton St. 

Clarke, Matthew J., 207 Market St. 

Cohen, Benjamin F., 11 Commerce 
St. 

Colannino, Nicholas J., 45 Branford 
Place. 

Crowley, Marshall, 790 Broad St. 

Daniels, C. Evan, 790 Broad St. 

Dienst, Arthur E., 790 Broad St. 

Hemmersley, Charles R. L., c/o 
Lindabury, Depue & Faulks, 
763 Broad St. 

Hillenbach, Herman Erb, 605 Broad 
St. 

Jacobs, Harold J., 11 Commerce St. 

Kasen, Daniel G., 60 Park Place. 

Lasser, Harold, 17 Academy St. 

Leviss, Jules, 164 Market St. 

McGlynn, Franklin J., 17 Academy 
St. 

Magovern, John J., Jr., c/o Pitney, 
Hardin & Skinner, 744 Broad 
St. 

Ort, Louis, 972 Broad St. 

Ravin, Morris M., 17 Edison Place. 

Rosenbaum, Lawrence N., 207 
Market St. 

Rothman, Maxwell L., 786 Broad 
St. 

Rothschild, Philip B., 11 Hill St. 

Sarnow, Herman A., 38114 Spring- 
field Ave. 

Scheir, Asher, 24 Commerce St. 

Shapiro, Mortimer J., 810 Broad 
St. 

Schmauder, Arthur E., 763 Broad 
St. 
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Schneider, John Thomas, c/o Pit- 
ney, Hardin & Skinner, 744 
Broad St. 

Shoenholz, 
Place. 

Silber, Charles, Lefcourt Bldg. 

Silverman, Sanford, 17 Edison PI. 

Smith, Everett B., 810 Broad St. 

Vieser, William L., 9 Clinton St. 

Wallace, John Branton, 1060 Broad 
St. 

Weil, Jerome, Lefcourt Bldg. 


Jersey City 


Bort, Louis, 591 Summit Ave. 

Chodosh, Benjamin H., 586 New- 
ark Ave. 

Dieffenbach, Fred W., 587 Summit 
Ave. 

Galvin, Cyril J., 921 Bergen Ave. 

Glavin, Joseph C., 921 Bergen Ave. 

— Oscar, 75 Montgomery 

a 

Hoberman, Sol, 880 Bergen Ave. 

Jacobs, Sydney L., 75 Montgom- 
ery St. 

Kaplan, Edward A., 1 Exchange PI. 

Klausner, Herman W., 75 Mont- 
gomery St. 

Krieger, Harold, 591 Summit Ave. 

Laird, James R., Jr., 15 Exchange 
Place. 

McDevitt, Patrick F., c/o Collins & 
Corbin, 1 Exchange PI. 

Moritz, Joseph, 75 Montgomery St. 


Rosenblum, Milton, 591 Summit 
Ave. 
Wilder, Louis K., 26 Journal 
Square. 
Zerman, Samuel W., 26 Journal 
Square. 
CAMDEN 


Driscoll, Alfred E., 4th & Market 
Sts. 

Gallaher, Vincent L., 531 Market 
St. 

Greenberg, Abraham, 521 Cooper 
St. 





Milton G., 60 Park © 





Sklar, Julius, 432 Market St. 
Yocum, Howard R., 531 Market St. 


ATLANTIC C1ITy 


Backer, Samuel, 421 Guarantee 
Trust Bldg. 

Blatt, Alexander K., 212 Schwehm 
Bldg. 

Finn, Herman J., 425 Guarantee 
Trust Bldg. 


McAllister, Robert N., 700 Guaran- 
tee Trust Bldg. 


Union City 


Bogosian, Eznick, 134 Summit Ave. 

Cohen, William, 640 Palisade Ave, 

Rosen, Clement, c/o Platoff, Saper- 
stein & Platoff, 400 38th St. 

Rosen, Daniel H., 763 Bergenline 
Ave. 

Sachs, Herbert L., 415 32nd St. 


PLAINFIELD 


Blume, Charles, 727 Monroe Ave. 
Bunker, Horace E., Babcock Bldg. 
Walley, Miron M., 219 Union Bldg. 


TRENTON 


Baches, Frank J., Trenton Trust 
Bldg. 

Backes, William Wright, 805 Tren- 
ton Trust Bldg. 

Dinsmore, B. Braddock, Jr., 1108 
Trenton Trust Bldg. 

Eisner, Rudolph, 700 S. Broad St. 

Kaplan, Emanuel, 808 Broad St. 
Bk. Bldg. 

Patterson, Robert L., 175 W. State 
St. 

Pellettieri, George, 
Trust Bldg. 
Rogers, Leo. J., Broad St. Bk. Bldg. 
Schragger, Henry, American Me- 

chanic Bldg. 


PATERSON 


Franklin, Leopold, 45 Church St. 

Lacz, John S., 152 Market St. 

Novick, Herbert, 136 Washington 
St. 


1006 Trenton 
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Sanders, Maurice, 64 Hamilton St. 
Simon, Abram, 126 Market St. 
Weiss, Edward G., 140 Market St. 


BAYONNE 


Cohen, Maurice A., 497 Broadway. 
Feinberg, Max, 494 Broadway. 
Rudner, Nathan, 473 Broadway. 


ELIZABETH 


Aaron, Samuel D., 125 Broad St. 

Burke, Norbert T., 1137 E. Jersey 
St. 

Epstein, Jerome R., 58 Broad St. 


PASSAIC 


Bayarsky, David, 647 Main Ave. 
Komins, Robert, 80 Lexington Ave. 
Siegendorf, Hymen, 688 Main Ave. 


OTHER PLACES 


Accomando, Harry A., 349 Palisade 
Ave., Cliffside Park. 

Adler, Samuel, 109 N. High St., 
Millville. 

Ashen, David J., 10 Ames Ave., 
Rutherford. 

Atkinson, A. Thomas, 127 Main St., 
Mt. Holly. 

Byrne, Martin P., 310 Main St., Or- 
ange. 

Campbell, Herbert F., 409 8th St., 
Ocean City. 

Cohen, Samuel, 165 Augusta St., 
Irvington. 

Cummins, Martin J., Gilvan Bldg., 
Fort Lee. 

Dougherty, Frank J., 223 North 
Wood Ave., Linden. 

Fishberg, Charles, c/o Seufert & 
Elmore, 1 Engle St., Engle- 
wood. 

Guest, Russell, c/o Robert E. 
Burke, First Nat. Bank Bldg., 
Morristown. 

Haut, Elias D., 348 Westfield Ave., 
Rahway. 

Heller, Harold, 405 Kearny Ave., 
Kearny. 
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Kass, Julius, 280 Hobart St., Perth 
Amboy. 

Koch, Calvin S., 102 Midland Ave., 
Arlington. 

Lanzoni, Lawrence, 412 16th St., 
West New York. 

Lasher, Milton T., 14 Washington 
Pl., Hackensack. 

Lucas, Peter H., 7 12th St., Ham- 
monton. 

Madden, Edward J., 50 Columbia 
Ave., Kearny. 

Mellinger, Jacob, 285 Main St., Or- 
ange. 

Meyers, Lawrence D., 5 Delaware 
St., Woodbury. 

Mischiara, R. Sar, 21 South St., 
Morristown. 

Mounier, Louis A., Jr., 210 Main 
St., Hackensack. 

Palmer, Arthur A., Jr., Bernards- 
ville. 

Plyley, Chauncey A., 125 Walnut 
St., Ridgewood. 

Ruberton, James A., 100 Bellevue 
Ave., Hammonton. 

Romano, Frank, 455 4th St., Hobo- 
ken. 

Rutberg, Abram, 233 Dayton Ave., 
Clifton. 

Salisbury, Judson B., Box 619, 
Closter. 

Schneider, C. Conrad, 16 S. Depot 
Square, Englewood. 

Sher, Sydney, 12 Park Ave., Ruth- 
erford. 

Stepacoff, David I., 265 Madison 
Ave., Perth Amboy. 

Stern, Harry R., Liberty Theatre 
Bldg., Bernardsville. 

Usdin, Archie, 89 Washington St., 
Hoboken. 

Van Tine, Benjamin C., 137 Liber- 
ty St., Long Branch. 

Vorsanger, Berthold, 4 N. Dean 
St., Englewood. 

White, Bernard S., Bank of Bogota 

Bldg., Bogota. 

Zavin, Louis B., 124 Liberty Ave., 

Hillside. 











